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While  substantial  effort  has  been  and  continues  to  be  expended  in  developing 
the  theories  governing  the  conduct  of  war,  not  as  much  comparative  effort  has  been 
given  to  addressing  the  means  by  which  various  levels  of  conflict  can  be  anticipated  and 
averted.  What  is  required  is  a  unifying  theory  of  war  AND  that  of  ‘conflicted  peace’  that 
addresses  the  conditions  and  preventive  activities  associated  with  the  transition  from 
each.  This  paper  better  defines  and  expands  the  traditional  theory  of  war.  In  so  doing  it 
proposes  a  larger  application  of  “conflict”  to  describe  a  spectrum  ranging  from 
competition  through  conventional  war.  It  then  postulates  a  definition  of  conflict  that 
addresses  the  sub-elements  of  will,  resources,  capabilities  and  action  to  describe  the 
conditions  under  which  conflict  occurs  and  is  adjudicated.  Finally  it  uses  six  case 
studies  to  illustrate  the  application  of  the  theory  and  concludes  with  a  description  of  how 
the  theory  can  assist  in  identifying  incidents  occurring  in  seams  within  the  spectrum  of 
conflict,  impel  analysis,  and  spur  mitigation  and  deterrent  measures  to  prevent  the 


incidents’  reoccurrences  or  escalation. 


WAR:  WILL,  ACTION,  AND  RESOURCES 


War  is  endemic  to  humankind  and  as  such  it  has  served  as  a  central  topic  of 
study  and  analysis  since  recorded  time.  Throughout  history,  war  has  taken  many  forms 
as  opposing  sides  struggle  to  prevail  in  conflict  spanning  social,  economic,  military  and 
political  domains  and  search  for  ways  to  overcome  comparative  disadvantages  and 
exploit  relative  superiority  in  each  of  these  domains.  Although  it  is  unlikely  that  war  can 
ever  be  completely  eradicated,  there  are  numerous  instances  where  war  was  avoided 
or  deterred.  While  substantial  effort  has  been  and  continues  to  be  expended  in 
developing  the  theories  governing  the  conduct  of  war,  not  as  much  comparative  effort 
has  been  given  to  addressing  the  means  by  which  various  levels  of  conflict  can  be 
anticipated  and  averted.  What  is  required  is  a  unifying  theory  of  war  AND  that  of 
‘conflicted  peace’  that  addresses  the  conditions  and  preventive  activities  associated 
with  the  transition  from  each.  By  a  thorough  analysis  of  these  transition  seams  we  can 
better  understand  when  we  are  approaching  a  state  of  war  with  the  aim  of  limiting 
escalation  prior  to  its  inception.  This  paper  will  illustrate  the  interaction  of  the  basic 
components  of  conflict  as  a  tool  for  a  strategist  to  anticipate,  prepare  for,  or  prevent  war. 

The  nature  of  war  is  changing  and  traditionally  accepted  definitions  of  war,  such 
as  Clausewitz’  “War  is  thus  an  act  offeree  to  compel  our  enemy  to  do  our  will, do  not 
adequately  address  the  nuances  associated  with  the  full  spectrum  of  modern  conflict. 
Within  the  domains  of  social,  political,  and  economics  conflict  occurs  and  is  considered 
within  the  context  of  traditional  theories  of  war.  Numerous  studies  and  books  adeptly 
apply  the  theories  of  Sun-tzu  and  Clausewitz  to  these  extra-martial  domains. 
Notwithstanding  that  some  of  these  applications  stretch  the  limits  of  applicability;  they 


also  better  inform  the  context  under  which  conflict  in  these  domains  can  be  pursued 
towards  a  more  improved  end.  These  analogical  references  do  not  detract  from  the 
nature  or  theories  of  war  but  rather  can  better  inform  them.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this 
paper  to  more  appropriately  define  and  expand  that  traditional  theory  of  war.  In  so 
doing  it  proposes  a  larger  application  of  “conflict”  to  describe  a  spectrum  ranging  from 
competition  through  conventional  war.  It  then  postulates  a  definition  of  conflict 
addressing  the  sub-elements  of  will,  resources,  capabilities  and  action  to  describe  the 
conditions  under  which  conflict  is  pursued  and  adjudicated.  Finally  it  uses  six  case 
studies  to  illustrate  the  application  of  the  theory  and  concludes  with  a  description  of  how 
the  theory  can  assist  in  identifying  incidents  occurring  in  seams  within  the  spectrum  of 
conflict,  impel  analysis  and  spur  mitigation  and  deterrent  measures  to  prevent 
reoccurrences  or  escalation. 

During  the  last  half  of  the  20**^  century  organizations,  businesses,  crime 
syndicates,  associations,  political  movements,  and  unions  have  so  grown  in  size  and 
influence  that  their  popular  support  and  acquired  wealth  rival  many  nation  states.^ 

These  factors  make  it  necessary  to  consider  them  as  transnational  and  intra-national 
actors  with  the  ability  to  initiate  competition  that  can  devolve  into  coercive  competition 
and  eventually  transition  into  war.  These  actors  can  exercise  influence  and  impose 
their  ‘will’  on  other  actors  and  even  nation  states  using  ways  and  means  that  have  not 
been  previously  addressed  in  the  body  of  knowledge  on  conflict  and  war. 

To  both  these  ends,  this  paper  offers  expanded  definitions  of  competition, 
coercive  competition  and  war  that  subsumes  the  contemporary  spectrum  of  conflict. 
Within  this  theoretical  construct  competition  is  defined  as  the  socially  acceptable  and 
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beneficial  interaction  between  factions  pursuing  competing  interests  within  legally 
constrained  limits.  The  key  product  or  ‘effect’  of  competition  is  improved  conditions  for 
non-stakeholders  or  society  in  general.  While  there  are  many  short-term  negative 
impacts  of  un-healthy  competition,  over  the  long-term  regulated  competition  within  a 
level  playing  field  that  inhibits  monopolistic  domination  raises  the  quality  of  life  of  the 
entire  society.  Differently,  coercive  competition  occurs  when  competition  exceeds  a 
socially  acceptable  threshold  and  devolves  into  one  or  both  parties  violating  legal, 
moral,  or  ethical  limits  of  conduct.  A  distinction  is  thus  made  between  constructive 
competition  within  the  current  social  framework  and  unproductive  competition  with  the 
use  of  the  adjective  coercive  to  imply  proscribed  insidious  types  of  competitive  activity. 
I/Varis  dissimilar  from  both  competition  and  coercive  competition  in  that  it  resorts  to 
violence  as  a  means  to  achieve  an  ends.  Interestingly,  both  coercive  competition  and 
war  can  be  morally  justified  depending  upon  the  perspective  of  the  opponents.  Should 
one  side  or  the  other  perceive  that  societal  or  international  conditions  are  unfair  or 
discriminatory  to  their  prospects  for  progress  or  success,  they  can  justify  their  resort  to 
illegal  conduct  and/or  violence  with  the  intent  of  reforming  or  changing  those  conditions. 
Thus  legitimacy  and  the  ability  to  appeal  to  the  ‘will’ot  potential  stakeholders  can  both 
fuel,  or  if  intervention  measures  are  taken,  diffuse  coercive  competition  and  war. 
Likewise,  war  can  be  justified  and  conducted  within  moral  and  ethical  constraints  based 
upon  a  full  range  of  conditions  and  factors  imbedded  in  the  widely  recognized  jus  ad 
bellum  (right  to  wage  war)  and  Jus  in  bello  (moral  conduct  in  waging  war).  While  certain 
universal  ethical  principles  exist,  acceptability,  justification,  and  fairness  is  largely 
dependent  on  the  perspective  of  the  stakeholders... those  that  actually  lead  and  engage 


3 


in  the  conflict  and  those  that  directly  or  indirectly  support  the  disputing  factions. 
However,  this  tri-partitioning  of  the  spectrum  of  conflict  {competition,  coercive 
competition,  and  war)  provides  a  useful  lens  by  which  the  operational  and  strategic 
environments  can  be  monitored,  assessed  and,  if  required,  intervention  measures  taken 
to  preclude  the  escalation  and  assuage  coercive  competition  and  war.  Within  this 
theoretical  framework,  conflict  consists  of  the  dialectic  of  opposing  entities  using 
marshaled  resources  employed  as  capabilities  fueled  by  the  will  of  their  respective 
leaders  and  followers  in  order  to  achieve  competing  ends. 

To  evaluate  this  construct,  this  paper  will  first  provide  some  supporting 
definitions,  then  develop  a  theoretical  framework  and  finally  provide  several  short  case 
studies  to  further  amplify  the  construct. 

Context  and  Definition 

For  professionals,  definitions  are  important  as  they  provide  the  common  basis  for 
understanding  and  context.  For  military  professionals,  the  widely  accepted  definition  of 
war  is  from  Carl  Von  Clausewitz’  On  War  where  he  wrote,  “War  is  thus  an  act  offeree  to 
compel  our  opponent  to  do  our  will.”  ^  This  paper  will  return  to  this  definition  frequently 
as  it  introduces  three  components  of  war;  Will,  Actions,  and  Resources. 

Will  -  Aristotle,  in  his  classic  work  Politic  wrote,  “But  since  the  city,  like  any  other 
whole  made  up  of  many  parts,  is  something  composite,  clearly  the  first  thing  to  seek  out 
is  the  citizen,  for  the  city  is  a  multitude  of  citizens. Aristotle  recognized  what  many 
miss,  that  an  organization  is  made  of  individual  people.  Understanding  the  organization 
means  understanding  the  people  and  likewise  the  organizational  behavior  depends  on 
the  individual  and  collective  ‘wills’  of  its  people.  Military  theorists  have  used  the  concept 
of  ‘will’  to  help  define  and  explain  war.  As  previously  noted,  Clausewitz  included  it  in  his 
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definition,  “War  is  thus  an  act  of  force  to  compel  our  enemy  to  do  our  will.”®  Sun-tzu 
states  in  his  opening  chapter,  “The  Tao  causes  the  people  to  be  fully  in  accord  with  the 
ruler.”®  Both  of  these  definitions  address  ‘will’  but  not  with  the  precision  necessary  to 
fully  grasp  its  central  role  in  the  strategy  formulation  for  effective  intervention  measures. 
Clausewitz  speaks  to  ‘will’  as  an  end-state  or  a  defining  goal  to  be  achieved  while  Sun- 
Tzu’s  statement  implies  the  concept  of  ‘will’  as  the  link  between  the  leader  and  the  led. 
Ralph  Sawyer  explains  in  the  endnotes  of  his  translation:  “Tao  used  in  this  context  is  not 
philosophical  but  a  legal  tie.”^  Both  of  these  fall  short  because  they  fail  to  address  that 
‘will’  extends,  in  various  degrees,  to  all  affected  by  conflict  and,  although  certain 
organizations  and  forms  of  government  may  attempt  to  dictate  the  ‘will’  of  those  they 
control  or  govern,  those  affected  by  conflict  are  free  to  formulate  their  own  perceptions. 
This  freedom  of  cognitive  judgment  translates  into  the  ‘will’  that  determines  the  strength 
or  opposition  of  the  support  for  the  cause  or  faction. 

Simply  put,  ‘will’  represents  both  the  ‘will’  of  the  leadership  and  the  ‘will’  of  the 
people;  when  both  of  these  are  in  alignment  an  organization  or  state  has  the  singularity 
of  purpose  to  act  to  the  extent  that  resources  allow. 

Appointed,  elected  or  emergent  leaders  exist  in  all  organizations  and  states: 
presidents,  monarchs,  and  dictators  exist  as  the  recognized  leader  or  heads  of  state. 
Chief  executive  officers,  clergy,  chairs  of  the  boards,  presidents,  mafiosos,  and 
superintendents  exist  in  other  domains.  All  of  these  are  the  recognized  leaders  of 
organizations  and  states  -  however,  in  some  cases  those  occupying  these  positions  are 
not  inclusive  of  the  assigned  leadership  present  within  the  populace  or  parent 
organizations.  Many  times,  influence  and  leadership  is  exercised  by  individuals  in 
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relatively  minor  positions  of  authority  who,  because  of  their  referent  power, 
communicative  skills  and/or  innate  intelligence,  hold  sway  over  many  others.  In  some 
cases  these  referent  leaders  provide  a  better  barometer  of  the  ‘will’  of  the 
organization/populace  and  can  help  determine  effective  intervention  strategies  to 
preclude  or  mitigate  coercive  competition  or  war. 

The  group  members  or  “people”  constitute  the  led.  They  are  the  citizens, 
employees,  students,  followers,  members,  and  stakeholders  which  make-up  an 
organization  or  state.  Ultimately,  their  support  provides  the  source  of  power  associated 
with  both  recognized  and  referent  leaders.  As  previously  indicated,  people  possess  their 
own  ‘will’  which  must  be  marshaled  by  their  leaders  to  support  and  execute  the  leader’s 
intentions.  In  some  cases,  ‘will’  can  be  suppressed  by  fear,  oppression,  or  misled  by 
misinformation  or  propaganda.  Whether  inwardly  or  outwardly  expressed,  free  ‘will’  is 
always  present  and  subject  to  influence. 

The  exercise  of  ‘will’  can  result  in  moral  or  immoral  activity.  For  instance,  after 
the  failure  of  the  Enron  Corporation  in  2001,  Warren  Buffet  stated,  “Though  Enron  has 
become  the  symbol  for  shareholder  abuse,  there  is  no  shortage  of  egregious  conduct 
elsewhere  in  corporate  America.”®  How  apparent  were  the  immoral  actions  of  Enron 
when  the  company  came  apart  at  the  seams  and  how  seeming  prophetic  are  the  words 
of  the  ‘Oracle  of  Omaha’®  in  2001  given  the  financial  crisis  of  2008?  Even  with 
forewarning,  America  languished  as  the  government  gave  tacit  approval  to  ‘coercive 
competitive’  practices  by  these  powerful  entities,  and  perhaps  through  purposeful 
neglect,  was  egregiously  complicit  with  continued  immoral  actions  by  these 
companies.^®  As  a  result  of  these  actions,  the  nation  found  itself  at  great  economic  risk. 
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Resources  -  Important  to  any  strategy  is  the  correct  alignment  of  ends,  ways  and 
means.  Feasible  concepts  (ways)  bridge  the  desirable  ends  with  available  means. 
Paramount  to  any  strategy  is  the  determination  of  what  resources  are  required  to  attain 
the  ends  and  what  resources  can  be  expected  to  be  produced  over  the  expected 
duration  of  the  conflict.  Clausewitz  clarifies  this  point  in  a  short  discourse  on  the 
“Maximum  Exertion  of  Strength”^^  where  he  addresses  the  calculation  of  the  means: 
“The  extent  of  the  means  at  his  disposal  is  a  matter  -  though  not  exclusively  -  of 
figures,  and  should  be  measurable. In  today’s  complex  strategic  environment 
opponents  may  not  be  nation  states  which  makes  the  comparative  calculations  of 
resources,  expected  conflict  duration,  and  associated  marshalling  and  sustainment  of 
each  side’s  ‘will’  very  difficult. 

Resources  are  finite  and  therefore  have  a  limiting  impact  on  actions.  Examples  of 
resources  include:  personnel,  wealth,  and  materiel,  which  are  combined  into  a 
‘capability’  to  be  used  in  a  manner  (ways)  to  achieve  a  desirable  ends.  In  this  regards 
wealth  is  simply  the  available  funding  or  credit  used  to  purchase  materiel,  pay 
personnel,  or  fund  operations.  Materiel  are  all  items,  supplies,  spares,  parts  and  support 
equipment  necessary  to  equip,  operate,  maintain,  and  support  competitive  activities 
without  distinction  as  to  its  application  for  administrative  or  competitive  purposes. 
Capability  is  a  grouping  of,  personnel  and/or  materiel  employed  in  a  manner  that 
supports  a  specified  course  of  action. Capabilities  can  be  generated  with  a  broad 
range  of  resources  and  employment  methods.  Through  innovative  application  as 
portions  of  various  capabilities,  resources  are  marshaled  for  conflict  and  act  as  a 
fungible  asset. 
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Coercive  Actions  -  Organizations  or  states  pursue  strategies  and  conduct 
activities  to  sustain  or  further  their  interests.  These  actions  occur  along  a  continuum 
from  constructive  to  counter-productive  to  violent.  It  is  at  a  defined  point  along  the 
continuum  where  these  actions  become  coercive  in  nature  and  that  activities  should 
trigger  attention  and,  if  appropriate,  a  strategic  response.  Effective  strategies  employ  all 
the  elements  of  power:  diplomacy/political,  information,  military,  and  economic,  (DIME). 
Although  broad  in  scope,  these  elements  are  not  inclusive  nor  are  they  universally 
applicable  to  strategies  across  the  modern  spectrum  of  conflict.  By  definition,  war 
depends  on  coercion  by  employing  violence  to  prevail. 

However,  coercive  measures  can  also  serve  to  limit  the  escalation  of  conflict  and 
deter  war.  For  instance,  prior  to  entering  war,  Archidamus,  the  Lacedaemonian  king 
gave  these  instructions  “I  do  bid  you  not  to  take  up  arms  at  once,  but  to  send  and 
remonstrate  with  them  in  a  tone  not  too  suggestive  of  war,  nor  again  too  suggestive  of 
submission.”^®  This  statement  reflects  a  nuanced  application  of  the  use  of  coercion 
through  a  demonstration  of  force  that  communicated  the  feelings  of  the 
Lacedaemonians,  and  that  intimates  the  possibility  of  war  as  a  consequence  of  further 
provocative  actions  conducted  by  the  Athenians.  Clausewitz  alludes  to  this  pre-conflict 
coercive  interaction  when  he  states:  “War  never  breaks  out  wholly  unexpectedly,  nor 
can  it  spread  instantaneously.  Each  side  can  therefore  gauge  the  other  to  a  large  extent 
by  what  he  is  and  does,  instead  of  judging  him  by  what  he,  strictly  speaking,  ought  to  be 
or  do.”'® 

The  Ends:  Pursuit  of  Favorable  Consequences  -  All  strategies  guiding 
competition,  coercive  competition  and  war  pursue  ‘ends’  effecting  a  change  from  what  is 
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or  what  would  be.  In  Confucius’  Analects  he  wrote,  “If  the  Way  were  realized  in  the 
world,  then  I  would  not  need  to  change  anything. Likewise,  if  not  for  the  perceived 
need  for  change,  conflict  would  never  occur.  Within  the  spectrum  of  conflict  it  is  the 
dialectic  between  two  entities  adjudicated  through  competition,  coercive  competition 
and  war  that  bring  about  change.  What  drive  the  dialectic  are  both  opportunities  and 
threats  and  the  perceived  need  for  a  change  in  the  status  quo  or  the  avoidance  of  a 
portended  change. 

Thus  conflict  exists  between  one  or  more  organizations  or  states  when  one  of  the 
parties  willingly  engages  in  competitive  or  coercive  actions  with  or  against  another 
party.  If  both  parties  recognize  the  dialectic  then  each  party  will  use  those  actions  that 
are  acceptable  and  supportable  based  on  the  ‘will’  of  the  leaders  and  their  respective 
followers  and  to  the  extent  that  resources  will  allow. 

Theoretical  Framework 

With  the  foundation  of  the  definitions  provided  this  paper  will  develop  a 
theoretical  framework  and  use  a  visual  depiction  of  the  expanded  definition  of  conflict. 

Will  -  Ideally  each  of  the  components  would  be  measurable  by  a  uniform 
standard.  However,  as  the  name  implies,  ‘will’  is  an  amorphous  characteristic  of 
personal  or  collective  resolve  or  of  moral  support.  Accurately  estimating  its  comparative 
strength  and  resiliency  is  difficult.  To  accurately  forecast  the  relative  strength  over  the 
duration  of  a  conflict  is  next  to  impossible.  Nevertheless,  strategic  success  depends 
first  and  foremost  upon  a  reasonable  comparative  assessment  of  the  ‘will’  of  the 
opposing  leaders  and  supporting  followers.  Depending  upon  this  calculus,  strategies 
are  developed  to  rapidly  employ  capabilities  and  achieve  victory  within  existing 
constraints  or  designed  to  marshal  and  sustain  the  will  throughout  a  protracted  conflict. 
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Generally,  a  moderate  amount  of  will  is  required  to  employ  a  moderate  amount  of 
capability,  over  a  short  amount  of  time,  to  achieve  clearly  defined  and  positive  results. 
The  greater  the  cost/required  resources,  the  longer  the  conflict,  the  more  ill-defined  the 
end-state  and  the  smaller  the  expected  rewards,  the  more  that  ‘will’  must  be  marshaled 
and  sustained  to  support  the  strategy.  By  definition,  when  the  will  of  the  leaders  and 
followers  approaches  zero,  the  conflict  is  abandoned.  There  is  no  moral  support  for 
continuation.  In  war,  it  would  result  in  unconditional  surrender  or  precipitous  withdrawal. 
Similarly,  strategists  would  estimate  the  various  opponents  ‘will’  and  take  the 
comparison  into  consideration  when  designing  the  overall  strategy  by  balancing  ends, 
ways  and  means.  As  the  definition  of  conflict  explains,  ‘will’  fuels  the  employment  of 
resources. 

Resources  -  Resources  lend  themselves  to  measurement  more  readily  than 
‘will’;  the  challenge  that  exists  in  measuring  resources  is  establishing  comparative 
standards  of  measurement  such  as:  number  and  quality  of  personnel,  available  funding, 
level  of  technology,  supporting  facilities,  geopolitical  advantages,  superior  military 
doctrine,  tactics,  training  and  organizations,  etc.  Again,  each  factor  would  be  measured 
both  individually  and  collectively  as  a  measure  of  overall  organizational  effectiveness  or 
national  strength.  (See  Figure  1)^®  As  with  the  analysis  of  ‘will’  the  conflict  requires  a 
relative  comparison  with  the  opponents  and,  like  calculations  of  ‘will,’  it  is  the 
comparison  of  diverse  and  disparate  capabilities  that  makes  conflict  so  difficult  to 
predict.  This  is  because  the  ways  in  which  resources  are  employed  affects  the  intrinsic 
value  of  the  resources,  and  in  conflict  and  competition,  the  opposing  sides’  employment 
concepts  are  dynamic  and  difficult  to  ascertain.  Nevertheless,  effective  strategists 
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attempt  to  valuate  comparative  capabilities  using  estimates  of  how  they  will  be 
employed. 


Materiel  is  depicted  as 
increasing 

Available  funding  is  depicted 
as  decreasing 

Personnel  is  depicted  as 
remaining  relatively  balanced 
overtime 


Figure  1 :  Resources 

Conflict  -  The  definition  of  conflict  specifies  that  employed  resources  are  fueled 
by  the  ‘will’  of  each  sides’  respective  leaders  and  followers  towards  achieving  competing 
ends.  Thus,  if  ‘will’  OR  resources  go  to  zero  the  overall  strategic  effort  goes  to  zero. 
Conflict  cannot  be  pursued  without  both  the  will  of  the  leaders/people  and  some  level  of 
resource  capability.  Thus  the  overall  capability  of  an  entity  can  be  conceptually 
expressed  as  the  multiplicative  product  of  resources  times  ‘will.’ 

Another  variable  that  has  been  alluded  to  throughout  the  above  discussion  is  that 
of  time.  This  is  important  for  it  accounts  for  the  fact  that  comparative  ‘will’  and  resources 
change  according  to  the  outcomes  of  ongoing  competition,  engagements,  battles,  and 
campaigns  across  all  the  domains  of  conflict.  As  previously  indicated,  the  comparative 
strategies  are  adjudicated  by  the  consequences  of  conflict  over  time.  As  one  side’s 
qualitatively  superior  strategy  prevails  over  another,  the  losing  side  usually  experiences 
higher  levels  of  attrition,  loss  of  resources  and  the  degradation  of  the  supporting  will. 
Correspondingly,  the  winning  side  experiences  a  relative  increase  in  overall  capability 
as  they  suffer  less  materiel  losses  and  morale  and  esprit  improves  with  tactical  and 
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operational  successes.  This  framework  extends  to  business  competitive  areas  based 
upon  comparative  increases  in  market  share  and  profits.  Similar  measures  can  be 
developed  and  applied  to  other  competitive  domains.  Figure  2  represents  a  comparison 
between  two  competitors  where  the  first,  (solid  line),  begins  conflict  with  the  greater  ‘will’ 
and  Resources  than  its  opponent,  (dashed  line).  Over  time  the  superior  quality  of  the 
opposing  strategy  of  the  inferior  opponent  prevails  over  that  of  the  superior  participant 
as  the  first  expends  Resources  and  losses  it’s  ‘will’  while  its  opponent  gains  Resources 
and/or  gains  ‘will’.  An  argument  could  be  made  that  this  might  reflect  the  U.S.  and 
North  Vietnam  over  the  course  of  the  Viet  Nam  War. 


Two  actors  with  changing  'will'  and  resources  shown  over  time 


Actori  Force  Capability 
FCai  =  willi  X  resourcesi 

Actor2  Force  Capability 
FCa2  =  will2  X  resources2 


Thus  conflict  and  competition  cannot  be  pursued  in  a  vacuum.  To  have  conflict, 
there  must  be  opposition.  Resources  and  ‘will’  are  only  relevant  when  juxtaposed 
against  an  opposing  entity.  Since  conflict  is  the  dialectic  of  opposing  entities  all 
measures  of  ‘will’  and  resources  are  relative.  You  do  not  have  to  be  the  best,  all  you 
need  to  be  is  better  than  your  competitors.  Quality  matters,  but  quantity  also  has  a 
quality  all  its  own.  Moreover,  what  adjudicates  conflict  is  also  the  comparative  quality  of 
the  strategies  adopted  by  each  side.  Not  only  does  the  outcome  depend  upon 
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reasonable  assessments  of  comparative  measures  of  ‘will’  and  resources  and  the 
formulation  of  feasible  and  acceptable  strategies  taking  into  account  those  assets,  it 
also  depends  on  how  rapidly  each  side  can  adapt  their  strategies  to  miscalculations  of 
all  three  of  these  areas  during  the  conflict.  The  variables  are  endless.  Conflict  is 
conducted  within  a  complex  adaptive  system.  Consequently,  any  theoretical  construct 
must  begin  with  the  caveat  that  whatever  is  determined  as  a  basis  for  the  strategy  is 
likely  to  be  wrong.  The  goal  is  not  to  be  precise  but  rather  strive  to  not  be  too  wrong 
and  then  make  rapid  adjustments  as  appropriate. 

Case  Studies 

To  illustrate  the  applicability  of  the  theoretical  construct,  the  paper  will  apply  the 
framework  to  various  case  studies.  Two  examples  in  the  following  three  categories 
depict  this  theoretical  framework:  Nation  State  versus  Nation  State,  Non-State  Actor 
versus  Non-State  Actor,  and  finally  Non-State  Actor  versus  Nation  State. 

Nation  State  versus  Nation  State.  World  War  I  -  In  August  1914  war  broke  out  in 
Europe  which  would  become  known  as  the  First  World  War.  In  Barbara  Tuchman’s 
book.  The  Guns  of  August,  she  notes:  “Ever  since  1892,  when  France  and  Russia  had 
joined  in  military  alliance,  it  was  clear  that  four  of  the  five  signatories  of  the  Belgian 
treaty  would  be  automatically  engaged  -  two  against  two  -  in  a  war  for  which  Schlieffen 
had  to  plan.’’^®  This  plan  became  known  as  the  Schlieffen  plan  named  for  its  principal 
author.  Count  Alfred  von  Schlieffen,  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  German  General  Staff.  The 
French  had  also  developed  a  plan;  Plan  17,  which  was  designed  with  a  strong  offense 
in  mind  and  was  adopted  in  May  1913.^°  The  plans  were  so  fully  developed  and 
inculcated  within  the  force  that  even  when  the  German  Kaiser,  at  the  initiation  of 
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hostilities,  attempted  to  stop  the  mobilization  and  deployment  of  German  forces  he 
could  not  successfully  do  so. 

Will  -  For  nearly  twenty  years  the  ‘will’  of  the  primary  participants  had  been 
increasingly  propped  up  by  nationalism,  rhetoric,  and  the  faith  in  their  professional 
military  forces.  Both  sides  stood  ready  to  annihilate  the  opposition.  Resources  -  Both 
sides  fully  marshaled  its  resources;  both  in  terms  of  materiel,  such  as  supplies  and 
equipment,  and  in  terms  of  non-materiel,  such  as  plans  and  doctrine.  Actions  -  The 
actions  taken  over  time  were  fully  the  manifestation  of  the  product  of  ‘will’  x  Resources. 

The  final  toll  was  over  8,600,000  killed, a  financial  cost  of  $337  Billion, and  a 
peace  that  fully  represented  Clausewitz’  premise,  “In  War  the  Result  is  Never  Final. 

This  is  an  example  of  war  where  both  sides  of  the  conflict  approached  parity  in  ‘will’  and 
resources  and  with  few  exceptions,  both  eventually  pursued  traditional  strategies  of 
attrition.  However,  with  the  entry  of  the  US  into  the  conflict  in  1917  the  balance  of 
power  shifted  towards  the  western  allies  and  caused  a  corresponding  dip  in  the  morale 
of  Germany  that  eventually  resulted  in  Germany’s  capitulation.  This  example  is  depicted 
by  Figure  3. 


War  is  declared  War  expands  Conscription  U.S.  Enters  Germany 
throughout  throughout  Introduced  in  War  Surrenders 


Figure  3:  World  War  I 
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Cuban  Missile  Crisis  -  Clausewitz  wrote,  “Only  one  consideration  can  suspend 
military  action,  and  it  seems  that  it  can  never  be  present  on  more  than  one  side,”...  that 
is,  “a  desire  to  wait  for  a  better  moment  before  acting. This  was  not  the  case  in 
October  1962  when  the  world  came  the  closest  it  had  ever  been  to  nuclear  war  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union.  On  October  16^*^  of  that  year,  the  United  States 
detected  the  deployment  of  missile  launch  equipment  to  Cuba.^^  What  followed  was 
thirteen  days  of  brinksmanship,  diplomacy,  and  decision  making  as  the  United  States 
logically  and  calmly  pursued  a  graduated  non-violent  escalation  of  military  and 
diplomatic  deterrent  options  that  eventually  resulted  in  the  Soviet  Union  ordering  the 
return  of  the  missile  equipment  from  Cuba  on  October  28**^.^®  Not  only  was  nuclear  war 
at  stake  but  it  was  feared  that  a  conventional  response  by  the  U.S.  against  Soviet 
missiles  in  Cuba  would  result  in  a  Soviet  attack  on  Turkey.^^ 

Will  -  In  this  instance  both  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  possessed  the 
‘will’  to  escalate  up  to  the  point  of  a  nuclear  exchange  but  stopped  short  of  actually 
executing  the  attack.  The  consequences  of  a  nuclear  war  deterred  and  negated  the  will 
of  both  parties  to  escalate  the  conflict.  Resources  -  It  is  clearly  understood  that  both  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  had  the  resources  to  carry  out  either  a  nuclear  or  a 
conventional  war  with  dire  consequences  for  both  parties.  Essentially,  the  estimated 
cost  in  national  assets  (mutually  assured  destruction)  far  exceeded  what  was  deemed 
acceptable  by  both  parties.  Actions  -  The  actions  by  both  the  United  States  and  the 
Soviet  Union  fully  demonstrated  each  other’s  resolve.  This  example  clearly  depicts  the 
constraining  effect  ‘will’  has  on  actions  regardless  of  available  resources  and  is 
illustrated  by  Figure  4. 
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The  U.S.  detects  the 
deployment  of 
missiles  in  Cuba 


U.S.  Employs 
Defensive 
Quarantine 


DEFCON  3 


DEFCON  2 


Soviets  agree  to 
remove  missiles 
from  Cuba 


14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28 

October  1962 

Figure  4:  -  Cuban  Missile  Crisis 

Mon-State  Actor  versus  Non-State  Actor.  Battle  for  Homestead  -  Paul  Krause  in 
his  centennial  book,  The  Battle  for  Homestead  1880-1892,  relates  the  events  at 
Homestead  Steel  Works.  “In  the  infamous  battle  of  6  July  1892,  300  Pinkerton 
‘detectives,’  dispatched  to  the  mill  by  darkened  river  barge  under  an  arrangement  with 
the  county  sheriff  fought  virtually  the  entire  town;  3  Pinkertons  and  7  workers  were 
killed.” 

Will  -  This  example  depicts  two  organizations  that  clearly  possessed  the  ‘will’  to 
advance  to  the  level  of  armed  conflict.  Resources  -  Carnegie  Steel  employed  Pinkerton 
detectives  to  achieve  its  aim  of  securing  the  Homestead  mill  while  the  workers  armed 
themselves  with  personal  weapons  to  repel  the  Pinkerton  attack.  Actions  -  Both  sides 
undertook  violent  actions  to  achieve  their  aim.  This  example  is  most  closely  depicted  by 
Figure  5  with  the  final  resolution  determined  through  the  courts  where  both  sides  were 
identified  at  fault. 
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Pinkertons 

Fr 

'  ^  Pinkertons 
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4:00AM  8:00AM  11:00AM  2:00PM  4:00PM 

July  6, 1892 

Figure  5:  Battle  for  Homestead 

Four  Seasons,  Caracas  -  A  second  example  of  non-state  actors  is  related  in 
Four  Seasons  Hotel  and  Resorts  vs.  Consorcio  Barr.  “On  February  22,  2002,  a  group  of 
Consorcio’s  personnel,  including  armed  security  guards,  forcibly  entered  the  Four 
Seasons’  computer  systems  room  at  the  Caracas  hotel.  Under  the  pretext  of  self¬ 
executing  a  Venezuelan  court  order,  Consorcio’s  personnel  downloaded  onto  back-up 
tapes  all  of  the  guest  information  and  data  stored  electronically  ...  as  well  as  the 
financial  information  and  data  stored  electronically...’’^®  Using  deception  and  security 
guards  as  a  paramilitary  force,  one  company  used  illegal  coercive  actions  to  achieve  a 
competitive  advantage. 

Will  -  Consorcio  Barr  exhibited  the  ‘will’  to  resort  to  violence  to  coerce  and 
deceive  its  opposition  while  Four  Seasons  Hotel  and  Resorts  had  the  ‘will’  to  pursue 
resolution  within  the  judicial  system.  Resources  -  Consorcio  Barr  employed  armed 
security  guards  and  deception  while  Four  Seasons  ultimately  used  the  United  States 
court  system  to  seek  restitution.  Actions  -  While  Consorcio  Barr  resorted  to  illegal 
coercive  actions  Four  Seasons  pursued  constructive  resolution  and  secured  restitution 


Pinkertons  attempt  Several  Pinkertons 

to  Land  -  Repelled  refuse  to  fight 
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in  the  courts  that  resulted  in  punitive  judgment  against  Consorcio  Barr.  This  example  is 
depicted  in  Figure  6  where  Consorcio  Barr  initially  has  both  the  ‘will’  and  the  resources 
to  achieve  its  aim  but  Four  Seasons  achieves  victory  over  time  by  marshalling  both  the 
‘will’  and  legal  support  to  regain  a  competitive  advantage. 


Cf 

'  Consorcio 
Four  Seasons 


Four  Seasons 
Consorcio 


Consorcio  achieves  initial 
advantage  through  deception 
and  appearance  of  force 


Four  Seasons  achieves 
victory  through  civil  court 


Figure  6:  Consorcio  vs.  Four  Seasons 

Nation  State  versus  Non-State  Actor.  It  is  instructive  to  examine  a  benign  non¬ 
state  actor  that  has  never  engaged  in  overt  conflict  before  exploring  one  that  has.  The 
mission  statement  of  the  Texas  Nationalist  Movement  is,  “The  Texas  Nationalist 
Movement  exists  to  secure  and  protect  the  political,  cultural  and  economic 
independence  of  the  nation  of  Texas  and  to  restore  and  protect  a  constitutional 
Republic  and  the  inherent  rights  of  the  people  of  Texas.’’^^  The  Texas  Nationalist 
Movement  is  not  a  state  but  rather  an  organization  of  individuals  who  share  common 
beliefs  and  a  goal  of  Texas  independence.  Similar  minded  groups  have  attempted  by 
force  to  meet  comparable  aims. 

Will  -  The  Texas  Nationalist  Movement  has  clearly  stated  that  its  aim  is  to  secure 
independence  for  the  “Nation  of  Texas.”  Resources  -  Currently  the  movement  has  a 
fully  developed  web-site,  with  links  to  numerous  social  networking  sites,  where  it  wages 
an  information  campaign  marshalling  the  will  of  potential  members  and  soliciting 
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resources.  The  webpage  offers  the  opportunity  to  contribute  money  and  /  or  join  the 
organization  but  does  not  indicate  its  membership  number  or  its  financial  worth.  Its 
opponent,  the  United  States,  has  over  307  Million  people  and  a  Gross  Domestic 
Product  of  over  14.4  Trillion  Dollars. Actions  -  This  example  is  most  closely 
represented  by  Figure  7  without  regard  to  time  as  the  United  States  has  the  clear 
advantage  over  the  Texas  Nationalist  Movement  with  regard  to  ‘will’  and  resources.  In 
this  instance  the  United  States  has  the  clear  advantage  and  must  maintain  that 
advantage  by  monitoring  the  resources  of  this  organization  in  order  to  predict  and 
prevent  any  escalation  to  illegal  or  coercive  activities. 

FCus. 

FC  TNM 


The  U.S.  Maintains  Resource 
Adva  ntage  ove  r  ti  m  e 


The  Texas  Nationalist 
Movement  without  greater 
Resources  or  an  exponential 
increase  in  'will'  remains  a 
benign  threat 

Figure  7:  Texas  Nationalist  Movement 

Al-Qaeda’s  War  on  the  United  States  -  During  the  1990’s  Al-Qaeda  waged  war 
on  the  United  States  of  America  beginning  with  the  attack  on  the  World  Trade  Center  in 
New  York  City  on  February  26,  1996.^^  The  response  by  the  United  States  to  this  attack 
on  American  soil  was  to  label  the  attack  a  criminal  act  thus  “obscuring  the  need  to 
examine  the  character  and  extent  of  the  new  threat  facing  the  United  States. In 
February  1998  Qsama  Bin  Laden  issued  a  public  Fatwa  that  claimed,  “that  America  had 
declared  war  against  God  and  his  messenger,  they  called  for  the  murder  of  any 
American,  anywhere  on  earth,  as  the  ‘individual  duty  for  every  Muslim  who  can  do  it  in 
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any  country  in  which  it  is  possible  to  do  it.’”^^  This  was  followed  on  August  7,  1998  with 
an  attack  on  the  American  embassies  in  Kenya  and  Tanzania.^®  On  August  20,  1998  the 
United  States  responded  with  cruise  missile  strikes  on  training  bases  in  Afghanistan.®^ 
Additionally  the  United  States  sought  to  pursue  diplomatic  solutions  with  both  the 
Sudanese  and  the  Taliban,  who  were  suspected  of  aiding  Al-Qaeda.  Neither  the 
Sudanese  or  the  Taliban  would  support  the  United  States  which  resulted  in  an  American 
warning  to  them  that,  “they  would  be  held  directly  accountable  for  any  attacks  on 
Americans,  wherever  they  occurred,  carried  out  by  the  Bin  Ladin  network  as  long  as 
they  continued  to  provide  sanctuary  to  it.”®®  Al-Qaeda  again  struck  the  United  States  on 
Qctober  22,  2000  when  it  attacked  the  USS  Cole  in  Yemen.®®  The  American  response 
was  to  again  to  treat  the  attack  as  a  criminal  event.  Bin  Ladin,  preparing  for  a  military 
response,  ordered  the  evacuation  of  a  compound  in  Afghanistan  and  later  complained 
that  the  United  States  did  not  bother  to  attack  it.'^® 

Will  -  An  attack  on  American  soil,  an  attack  on  two  American  embassies,  and  an 
attack  on  an  American  warship  all  constitute  acts  of  war.  Clearly  Al-Qaeda  had  declared 
war  on  the  United  States  by  both  word  and  action.  The  United  States,  however,  chose 
to  interpret  these  attacks  as  a  violation  of  law  and  not  acts  of  war.  By  so  doing,  the  US 
avoided  the  difficult  decision  to  treat  the  countries  supporting  the  terrorists  as  war 
combatant  themselves.  The  US  lacked  the  ‘will’  to  face  the  obvious  repercussions 
across  the  Arab  community  and  the  world  should  it  strike  directly  at  the  governments 
supporting  these  terrorists.  It  was  not  until  after  the  World  Trade  Center  and  Pentagon 
attacks  on  September  1 1 ,  2001  that  the  United  States  displayed  the  ‘will’  to  accept  the 
consequences  of  war  with  the  terrorists  and  those  countries  providing  support  to 
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terrorists.  Correspondingly,  President  George  W.  Bush  declared  a  “War  on  Terror”  on 
September  20**^.  Resources  -  Al-Qaeda’s  resources  are  unknown;  some  sources  gauge 
their  membership  in  the  thousands, its  financial  support  has  appeared  to  wane  over 
the  years  but  it  makes  continued  use  of  the  internet  for  information  and  coordination. 
The  United  States,  as  outlined  previously,  has  over  307  Million  people  and  a  Gross 
Domestic  Product  of  over  14.4  Trillion  Dollars and  has  expended  over  1  trillion  dollars 
in  funds  conducting  operations  against  known  terrorists  and  suspected  supporting 
terrorist  states.  The  US  has  suffered  over  6000  military  casualties  conducting  the  war 
on  terrorism.  Actions  -  This  example  is  depicted  in  Figure  8.  The  United  States  has  the 
clear  advantage  over  Al-Qaeda  in  terms  of  resources  but  its  ability  to  maintain  its  ‘will’  in 
order  to  marshal  its  Resources  against  Al-Qaeda  remains  in  question.  Clearly  if  the 
United  States  loses  its  ‘will’  to  continue  to  expend  its  manpower  and  national  treasure 
conducting  the  war  on  terrorism  to  defeat  Al-Qaeda  while  Al-Qaeda  maintains  its  ‘will’ 
and  pursues  long-term  asymmetric  means  of  attack,  then  the  United  States  is  at  risk  of 
losing  the  war  and  seeding  major  portions  of  ungoverned  areas  of  the  world  over  to  Al- 
Qaeda. 


Al  Qaeda  declares  war  on  U.S.  Al  Qaeda  attacks  USS  Cole 
and  attacks  U.S.  Embassies.  U.S.  pursues  criminal  charges 


Figure  8:  -  U.S.  vs.  Al-Qaeda 
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Conclusion 


Now  more  than  ever,  with  the  fate  of  the  War  on  Terrorism  hanging  in  the 

balance,  we  must  accept  an  expanded  definition  of  conflict.  That  is:  conflict  consists  of 

the  dialectic  of  opposing  entities  using  marshaled  resources  employed  as  capabilities 

fueled  by  the  will  of  their  respective  leaders  and  followers  in  order  to  achieve  competing 

ends.  The  strength  of  this  definition  and  its  associated  implications  is  that  it  provides  a 

means  by  which  the  strategic  and  operational  environment  can  be  monitored  to  detect 

incidents  between  the  seam  of  competition  and  coercive  competition  and  between 

coercive  competition  and  war.  When  incidents  within  these  seams  occur,  leadership 

must  research  the  cause  and  determine  if  it  symptomatic  of  an  endemic  condition  that 

may  portend  future  incidents.  If  so,  a  deliberate  strategy  must  be  formulated  and 

executed  to  alleviate  the  condition  and/or  deter  further  incidents.  In  retrospect,  huge 

gains  in  social-economic  progress  could  have  been  alternatively  achieved  with  the 

investment  of  the  billions  of  dollars  in  funds  and  thousands  of  lost  lives  fighting  what  has 

emerged  as  terrorist  threats  to  our  national  security.  Notwithstanding,  although  many 

nations  have  been  attacked  by  Al-Qaeda, the  United  States,  as  the  remaining 

superpower,  must  maintain  its  resolve  and  fully  marshal  its  resources  to  defeat  this 

dangerous  threat.  On  first  blush  this  seems  obvious,  but  the  United  States’  incongruent 

actions  represent  a  weakness  of  its  ‘will’  to  our  friends,  allies,  and  to  our  enemies. 

On  December  10,  2009,  President  Barrack  Obama  stated, 

“For  make  no  mistake:  Evil  does  exist  in  the  world.  A  non-violent 
movement  could  not  have  halted  Hitler's  armies.  Negotiations  cannot 
convince  Al-Qaeda's  leaders  to  lay  down  their  arms.  To  say  that  force 
may  sometimes  be  necessary  is  not  a  call  to  cynicism  -  it  is  recognition  of 
history;  the  imperfections  of  man  and  the  limits  of  reason. 
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However,  on  November  13,  2009  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
Robert  Holder,  announced,  “that  the  Department  of  Justice  will  pursue  prosecution  in 
federal  court  of  the  five  individuals  accused  of  conspiring  to  commit  the  9/1 1  attacks. 
These  statements  appear  incongruent  with  one  another  as  the  Attorney  General’s 
decision  potentially  sends  the  wrong  message  to  Al-Qaeda  and  its  potential  recruits  that 
the  United  States  does  not  recognize  that  a  state  of  war  exists. 

Incongruent  responses  to  continued  attacks  on  America  do  not,  in  and  of 
themselves,  represent  that  America  lacks  the  ‘will’  to  defend  itself  nor  that  its  leaders 
lack  the  resolve  to  continue  to  fight  a  war  against  terrorists  and  their  supporters.  It  may 
illustrate  that  we  do  not  understand  the  contemporary  nature  of  conflict  and  that  we  are 
unwittingly  tied  to  the  associated  legacy  theories;  theories  that  have  heretofore  stood 
the  test  of  time  but  now  fail  to  lend  themselves  to  coping  with  the  current  operational 
and  strategic  environment. 
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